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Introduction
This article concerns the variation and change in long-distance (LD) dependencies in Dutch. Both historical and contemporary corpus data dealing with these constructions is discussed. Recently, it has been argued that LD-movement constructions are formed based on a fixed formula (cf. D browska 2004 Verhagen 2005 Verhagen , 2006 . The reason for assuming this is that corpus data demonstrate that LD wh-questions show very limited variation in the domain of the matrix clause, and hence seem to conform to a general template. In this paper, we present a number of counterarguments against such an analysis.
The outline of this article is as follows. First, the four types of LD-movement constructions that are central to this paper are treated. Next, the data discussed in D browska (2004, 2008) and Verhagen (2005 Verhagen ( , 2006 ) is presented as well as some of the main claims these authors put forward. Subsequently, we present our own corpus data, which we argue forms evidence against the analogy analysis of LD-movement constructions. We point out some of the factors we believe cause the limited variation in the matrix clause of LD wh-questions, and round off with a general conclusion.
LD-movement constructions
LD-movement has been at the heart of generative grammar over the past few decades. Traditionally, four types of constructions are considered to involve this kind of A'-movement, namely wh-questions, relatives, topicalization constructions and comparatives (cf. Chomsky, 1977) . These constructions are illustrated in (1) Especially within generative frameworks, LD-movement is seen as a productive rule in which an element is moved from a subordinate clause into a higher clause. For example, in (1), the wh-phrase who, which is the object of the subordinate verb, has moved to the left periphery of the matrix clause. The reason for treating these constructions as one and the same is that they behave alike in many respects. In all cases, movement leaves behind a gap, and proceeds in intermediate steps. Furthermore, all four constructions are sensitive to the same kind of interveners.
manually inspecting texts for LD-movement constructions.
2 Table (1) shows the number of occurrences for each type of movement. We first discuss the type of matrix predicates, and then focus on the type of matrix subjects that are attested in the data. Further evidence against the analogy account is presented in Ambridge and Goldberg (2008) . As pointed out in the introduction, one of the predictions the analogy account makes is that the more an LD-movement construction departs form the general template, the less acceptable it will be. Ambridge and Goldberg tested this claim by collecting acceptability judgments on LD wh-questions. Their study showed that the acceptability of the constructions strongly correlated with the degree of backgroundedness of the complement clause, and not so much with whether the constructions were similar to a general template. Importantly, Ambridge & Goldberg did not find any significant correlation between the acceptability of a LD whquestion and the semantic similarity of its matrix verb to frequent verbs like think and say. Hence, their results speak against the analogy account. 
Matrix predicates

Type of matrix subject
Further evidence against the analogy account comes from the fact that the four types of LDmovement also occur with a variety of matrix subjects. Table ( 3) shows for each construction the type of matrix subject. As can be seen from Table ( 3), 2 nd person personal pronouns are indeed most frequent. However, this is only due to the fact that they are so frequent for wh-questions. The other three constructions are much more frequent with 1 st person and 3 rd person personal pronouns. The reason why wh-movement constructions mainly show up with 2 nd person personal pronouns seems to be pragmatic in nature. First of all, personal pronouns are far more frequent than full noun phrases (cf. Howe, 1996) . Second, most matrix predicates in whquestions are mental verbs (verbs like 'think' and 'hope'). From a pragmatic view, it is much more natural to ask a question about someone's thoughts/hopes to an addressee, than to oneself or a third party. Furthermore, the reason why pronouns instead of full NPs are used in this case is most likely due to the fact that it is much more natural to refer to an addressee by means of a personal pronoun than by means of a full noun phrase (e.g. a proper name). Hence, the predominance of 2 nd person personal pronouns appears to be due to pragmatic reasons only.
Further evidence that the matrix subject is not part of a fixed formula is put forward in D browska (2008) . She collected acceptability judgments on LD wh-questions, where the focus was on whether the similarity of the matrix verb and subject to the general template had an influence on the acceptability. Whereas she did find a significant effect for the type of matrix verb, it appeared that participants did not make a difference between whether the matrix subject was a personal pronoun or a full NP. However, the analogy account would predict participants to have a preference for the most frequent pattern, hence for 2 nd person personal pronouns. This is further evidence against the assumption that the predominance of 2 nd person pronouns is due to the templatic nature of LD-movement constructions.
Diachronic development of LD-movement in Dutch
Although we showed previously that the limited variation in the matrix clause of LDmovement constructions is something which is not typical of these constructions in general, the question that remains is why LD wh-questions and comparatives only occur with such a limited variety of matrix predicates, contrary to relatives and topicalization constructions. Interestingly, relatives (in particular headed relatives) and topicalization constructions appear to differ in another respect from wh-questions and comparatives as well. The historical data shows that headed relatives and topicalization constructions show a relative decrease in frequency compared to wh-questions, free relatives and comparatives, starting around the middle of the 19 th century. This is shown in Table ( 4) and graph (1).
3 Graph (1) shows the relative frequencies for each type of movement per period. These were computed by determining for each period the percentage of occurrences relative to the total number of LDmovement occurrences in that period. It is clear that especially LD wh-questions show a strong increase over the past two centuries, while topicalization constructions and headed relatives start to decrease. As pointed out in Salzmann (2006) , the resumptive prolepsis construction can be used as an alternative for LD-relativization, topicalization and wh-movement, but cannot be used as an alternative for LD-comparatives and free relatives. The reason for this is that resumptive prolepsis is only possible when the noun phrase is referential/d-linked. Furthermore, for reasons that are not entirely clear to us, resumptive prolepsis is most natural for topicalization and relativization, and much less for wh-questions. Hence, resumptive prolepsis is not normally used as an alternative for LD wh-movement. Since resumptive prolepsis is only a suitable alternative in the environment of relativization and topicalization, it explains why specifically these constructions decline in frequency.
While we do not have any conclusive evidence to prove that the resumptive prolepsis construction has replaced LD-movement constructions, there are several observations that suggest this is indeed the case. First of all, it appears that a similar process has taken place in German. It has been reported by a number of authors that LD-movement in German has started to decrease around the same time as in Dutch, namely around the middle of the 19 th century. These authors have also pointed out that in German, LD-dependencies are instead formed by using alternatives, one of them being resumptive prolepsis (cf. Blatz, 1896; Paul, 1920; Behaghel, 1928; Ebert, 1973; Andersson & Kvam, 1984; Lühr, 1998 and Salzmann, 2006) .
Further evidence that LD-movement constructions decrease due to the availability of alternatives is provided by the decline of LD wh-movement in German. German, contrary to Dutch, has alternatives to form LD wh-questions, such as partial wh-movement. 4 Consequently, LD wh-movement also started to decline in German, whereas in Dutch, it can still be frequently attested. Furthermore, the idea that LD-movement constructions are replaced by alternative constructions is also corroborated by the fact that free relatives, contrary to headed relatives, do not show a decrease in frequency. This strongly suggests the decline of headed LD-relatives is not something inherent to LD-relativization, but rather directly related to the possibility of using an alternative construction.
In sum, the constructions that do not have a proper alternative (LD wh-questions, free relatives and comparatives), do not show a decrease in frequency. On the contrary, these constructions show a relative increase (cf. Schippers, 2009 ). This is particularly true for LD wh-questions, which show a very strong relative increase over the past few centuries. Interestingly, this is also precisely the construction that shows very limited variation in the domain of the matrix clause. Hence, while the relatively high frequency of LD wh-questions in Dutch suggests it is quite a productive construction, the limited variation in the domain of its matrix clause suggests otherwise.
There is some evidence that the limited variation in matrix predicates has a diachronic dimension as well. This becomes obvious when we look at the type/token ratios of the constructions under consideration. While type/tokes ratios are not a very reliable measure of variation, they do give a general idea of the degree of variation. Table (5) and Graph (3) give the type token ratios for wh-movement, headed relatives and topicalization constructions. Comparative constructions and free relatives where not taken into consideration, since there is just too little data per period to deduce anything meaningful from them. To adjust for the fact that the samples are not the same for each period and type of movement, Guiraud's index was used. This is the type/token ratio where the types are divided by the square root of the tokens. Table (5) and Graph (2) show that the type/token ratio for all three constructions declines, again around the middle of the 19 th century. This is the same period at which relative and topicalization constructions also generally start to decline in frequency. Taken together, the picture that emerges form this is that LD-movement in Dutch is generally becoming a less productive phenomenon. Relative and topicalization constructions are showing a decline that is most likely due to replacement by the resumptive prolepsis construction. Furthermore, this decline is mirrored by the decreasing variation in type of matrix predicates. Hence, notwithstanding the fact that LD wh-questions are increasing in frequency, the productivity of this construction actually appears to decrease. This is something which was already noted by Verhagen, and which can also be witnessed in our data: especially in more recent periods, the variety of matrix predicates in this construction is limited. However, this is not something that is particular to LD-movement itself, but rather to specific LD-movement constructions, such as wh-questions, and likely subject to diachronic change.
Conclusion
In this paper, the variation and change in Dutch LD-dependencies was discussed. We argued that the limited variation attested in LD wh-questions is not simply due to the fact that these constructions are based on a general template, since LD-movement constructions other than wh-questions show much more variation. Furthermore, we argued that there is evidence that LD-movement is less productive as the result of a diachronic process. We also pointed out some pragmatic and semantic issues that influence the type of matrix predicate and subject. All in all, our data provide evidence against an analogy account of these constructions, since they show a considerable amount of lexical variation over the past few centuries. We therefore conclude that the fact that LD wh-questions in contemporary corpora show such limited variation is due to a number of independent factors, and not a priori caused by the fact that LD wh-questions are formed by analogy to a general template.
